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PROCEEDI NGS

MR. CAMERON. M name is Chip Caneron. ['mthe
Speci al Counsel for Public Liaison at the Comm ssion and
it's ny pleasure to serve as your noderator tonight. This
m crophone nmay seema little bit like overkill in this nore
intimate space; but we need to use it, so that the
transcri ber -- the stenographer can pick up the comrents and
the presentations of the NRC staff. Before we get started,
| just wanted to cover three topics briefly: one is the
objectives to the nmeeting tonight; a second is the fornmat
and ground rules for the neeting; and the third, | just want
to give you a little bit of an overview of the agenda before
we get into the substance of the issue tonight.

In terns of objectives, the NRC wants to provide
you with information on the environnental inpact statenent
process, including why the NRC is preparing a generic
envi ronnment al inpact statenment on this issue, at this tine.
We, also, want to give you background on the decommi ssi oni ng
process. But nost inportantly, we want to hear any comrents
or suggestions that you m ght have on these issues that the
NRC shoul d evaluate, in preparing the generic environnental
i npact statenment. In this regard, this stage of the

envi ronnment al inpact statenment process in this neeting is
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cal |l ed scoping and the environnental inpact statenent is
going to assist the NRC in nmaking decisions on the reactor
decommi ssi oni ng process. And scoping helps the NRC to
identify information on the types of environnental inpacts,
alternatives, new information that should be eval uated by
the NRC in preparing the environnental inpact statenent.

Now, we're, also, asking for witten comments on
t hese issues, but we wanted to be with you tonight
personally to talk to you about these issues and provide
information to you. Hopefully, this will give you an idea
of what other people in the community m ght feel about these
i ssues and help you, if you want to prepare witten coments
to submt to us, sone of the information you hear tonight
may help in that regard. But, | want to enphasi ze that any
comments that you nmake tonight, be it in a dialogue with the
NRC staff or witten -- spoken statenment, will be considered
by the NRC, in preparing the scoping report that's going to
come out on this neeting.

In terns of ground rules, they're very sinple and
they're ained at hel ping all of us have an effective neeting
tonight. W're going to have sone brief presentations for
you, to give you sonme context and background i nfornmation.

And we want to spend nost of the tine talking -- and as of
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right now, we don't have a | ot of people here, so we have a

ot of tine to discuss the issues. But after each
presentation, there's two presentations, we'll open it up to
comments or any questions you have on that particul ar
presentation. And when we do get to those discussion parts
of the agenda, if you do want to say anything, just signal
me and I'Il bring you this talking stick and if you could
just give your name and affiliation, if appropriate, so that
we can get that down on transcript. W are keeping a
record, so that we can eval uate comrents, in that regard.

Usual ly, at this point, | say, let's please only
have one person at a tine speaking, so that we can get a
clean and clear transcript, so that we can |listen to what
everybody has to say, the person who has the floor at that
time. | don't think that | need to bel abor that point. And
there's no -- usually, we don't set any tinme [imt on the
interactive part of the discussion or the nunber of comrents
or questions that people have, and that's especially true
tonight, since we're not going to be pressed for tineg,
don' t think.

Wen we get to the -- after we're done with both
of the presentations and di scussion on that, we're going to

have an open di scussion period for anything that hasn't been
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brought up before and to all ow people to read statenents
into the record. And in that regard, | would ask you to

keep those to 15 minutes. And if you do have sonet hi ng

prepared, even if it mght be rough, we'll, also, include
that -- attach that to the transcript.
kay. In ternms of objective -- or in terns of

agenda, we're going to start out with an overview of why and
how the NRC plans to devel op a environnental inpact
statenent on reactor deconm ssioning, and Dino Scaletti,
right here, fromthe NRC staff, is going to do that
presentation. He's the project manager for the NRC on the
devel opnment of this generic environnmental inpact statenent.
He's in our Ofice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation. And we'll
then go to questions and di scussi on.

And then we're going to give you sone background
on reactor decomm ssioning process and the NRC, on the
devel opnent of the environnmental inpact statenent, is being
assisted by experts in the field from Pacific Northwest
Nat i onal Laboratory. And we have Becky Harty with us
tonight, who is the project nmanager fromthe Lab's point of
vi ew on devel oping the GEIS. And we'll have discussion
after that. W note that we do have people here from our

O fice of General Counsel and from our regional office, as
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wel |l as our Ofice of Nuclear Material Safety and
Saf eguards, so we're prepared to answer any questions that
you m ght have on this whol e process.

And the focus is the devel opnent of an
envi ronnment al inpact statenment on reactor deconm ssioning,
which is already a pretty broad subject. There nay be other
concerns that you mght want to bring up and we'll be nore
than glad to listen to those and to try to answer any
guestions on that, if possible. But, we do want to keep the
focus on the devel opnent of the environnental inpact
statenent and to hear any ideas that you may have on what we
shoul d | ook at in devel oping that statement. And | would
just thank you for com ng out and for being with us tonight
and I hope that we can give you sone clear and useful
i nformati on about this particular process.

And Dino, | guess | would turn it over to you
right now, if you're ready to go. And | mght add that we
do have a representative of the Environnmental Protection
Agency regional with us tonight. Al right.

MR. SCALETTI: Thank you, Chip. Good evening. As
Chip said, ny nane is Dino Scaletti fromthe Nucl ear
Regul at ory Conmi ssion, Ofice of Reactor -- Nuclear Reactor

Regulation. | want to thank you for com ng tonight. And I
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7
would like to introduce here at the table M. Carl Fel dman,

who is with our decomm ssioning group, as well as counsel or
fromour Ofice of CGeneral Counsel, M. Steven Lewis. And
Chip has already introduced Becky to you.

The U.S. Nucl ear Regul atory Conm ssion was fornmed
as a result of the Atom c Energy Act of 1953 and the Energy
Reor gani zati on Act of 1974. One other thing, and we have
Ms. +HteyEtoy Hilton from headquarters office, who is nmanning
our table -- our sign-up table. The NRC s mission is to
regul ate the nation's civilian use of nuclear materials, to
ensure adequate protection of the health and safety of the
public and workers and to protect the environnment and to
provi de common defense and security.

The NRC acconplishes its mssion through
regul ations, licensing, inspection, and enforcenent. The
NRC regul ations are issued under Title 10 of the United
St at es Code of Federal Regul ations for Comrercial Power
Reactors. The NRC regul atory function includes |icensing of
these facilities. A nuclear plant license is based upon a
set of established regulatory requirenents that ensure the
desi gn and proposed operation are performed based on
radi ol ogi cal safety standards. The NRC conducts routine

i nspections, to ensure the plant design and operations
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8
conformto the license requirenents and enforcenent actions

are taken, in the event that we find that any |license
requi renent are not being satisfied.

NRC s responsibility for nuclear power reactors
are for the entire life cycle of the facility, from
construction through license term nation. The NRC mai ntains
a license and continues to regulate the safety of the
facility through the decomm ssioning process, until the
license is termnated. The NRC is concerned wth nucl ear
pl ant safety. As a result, the NRC requires the licensees to
mai ntai n technical specifications and a safety anal ysis
report, or, in this case, it's a defueled safety anal ysis
report, throughout the deconm ssioning process. But, we are,
al so, concerned with the protection of the environnment. It
is the environnental inpacts associated wi th decomm ssioning
process that is a focus of this nmeeting tonight.

The purpose of this neeting is to discuss a
generic environnmental inpact statenent, or GEIS, on the
decomm ssi on of permanently shut down nucl ear power reactors
that the NRCis proposing to wite. W'II|l explain what the
GEISis, howit is used, and when it is used. W're, also,
going to provide you with some background information on

nucl ear reactor deconm ssioning. But, first, we'll describe
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the process set forth in the National Environnental Policy

Act, or NEPA, for devel oping a generic environnental inpact
statenent. Most inportantly, the reason we're here is to
listen to your comments or statenents regarding the

devel opnent of this GEIS.

Today's neeting is not a formal hearing, but an
opportunity for the NRC to gather information about the
public's potential concern about the environnmental inpacts
from decommi ssioning. Today's neeting, also, provides for
an opportunity to describe to you the steps that occur
during the preparation of a generic environnental inpact
statenent and to indicate to you the schedule that will be
used in the devel opnment of this docunent.

Next, | want to tal k about the NEPA process. The
Nat i onal Environnmental Policy Act was established in 1969.
NEPA pl aces the responsibility upon federal agencies to
consider significant inpacts of aspects of the environnental
i npact of a proposed action. It requires that all federal
agenci es use a systematic approach to consider the
envi ronnment al inpacts during the decisionmaki ng. The NEPA
process is, also, structured to ensure that the federa
agency will informthe public that it has indeed considered

envi ronnmental concerns in its decisionnaking process and
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invite public participation to evaluate the process. This

neeting is part of that process and, also, this neeting is
required by 10 CFR Part 51 of our regul ations.

NEPA requires that an environnental inpact
statenent or assessnent be prepared for all major federal
actions. Supplenents to drafts or final EISs are required
when there are significant new circunstances or information
relative to environmental concerns. This is a situation
wherein with the new regul ati on and the additional
experience fromdecomm ssioning facilities, it is an
appropriate tinme to supplenent or revise the original CGEIS
on deconm ssi oni ng.

Ceneric environnental inpacts statenents are
allowed in cases where there is a need to address generic
i npacts that are common to a nunber of simlar proposed
actions or simlar facilities. The actions we are | ooking
at, as | nmentioned previously, is the environnental inpact
related to decomm ssioning of comercial nucl ear power
reactors.

What exactly is a generic environnental inpact
statenent for decomm ssioning? The generic environnental
i npact statenent identifies the environnental inpacts that

may be considered generic for all nuclear reactor
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facilities. It, also, identifies the environnental inpact

that need to be considered in nore detail, as site-specific
i ssues for each facility. The generic environnental inpact
statenent will take into account a range of environnental
i mpacts fromdifferent nuclear facility designs,
decommi ssi oni ng net hods, and different |ocations for the
facilities.

The GEIS is used to focus the anal ysis of
environnmental inpacts. It helps us determ ne which of the
i npact are site specific and need to be consi dered
separately for each nuclear power facility that is
decommi ssi oni ng, and which inpacts are generic and can be
eval uated as part of the GEI S and not reeval uated every tine
a plant enters decomm ssioning. This allows us to spend
time and resources that are required to focus in on the
i npacts that are necessary for a particular site. The GEI S
does not preclude a site specific |ook at each facility.
Sone issues |ike those related to the presence of endangered
species or threatened species will always be site specific.
W will need -- they will need to be addressed separately
fromthe CGEIS. The CEIS just allows us to focus better on
t hese site-specific issues.

The GEIS is, also, used as a basis for determning
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if additional rulemaking is required related to

envi ronnment al inpacts of deconm ssioning -- of the
decommi ssioning process. If it is determ ned that
additional rulemaking is required, the generic environnental
i npact statenment will serve as a basis for that rul emaking.
The generic environnental inpact statement is used
t hroughout the entire decomm ssioning process. The NRC s
regul ations require that no decomm ssioning activities be
performed that would result in significant environnental
i npacts that have not been previously reviewed. This neans
that every tinme a licensee starts a new activity, they nust
determine if it would result in an environnmental inpact that
was not reviewed in the GEIS or in a fornmerly environnental
i npact statenent that was witten at the start of the
operation for that facility or any subsequent environnent al
anal ysis that were revi ewed and approved by the NRC
In addition, a hard | ook is taken at the
envi ronnmental inpacts at the stage that the post-shutdown
decommi ssioning activities report is submtted. This is
probably two years after shutdown and before any major
decomni ssioning activity can occur at the site and the
| icensee determ nation plan stage, which occurs two years

before the end of the decomm ssioning. Becky will talk nore
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about these stages in a few m nutes.

The question is why we are supplenenting the
exi sting generic environnmental inpact statenment on
decommi ssioning. The original docunment for decommi ssioning
was published in 1988; therefore, it is over 12 years ol d.
Since the original docunent was published, there has been
new regul ations related to deconm ssioning that were issued;
for exanple, the regulation requiring the submttal of a
post - shut down deconmi ssioning activities report and a
license term nation plan, which Becky will describe |ater.
In addition, there have been regul ati ons, such as
environnmental justice, which relate to whether federa
actions disproportionately inpact |ow inconme and mnority
popul ations. These regul ations were not in place -- this
regul ati on was not in place in 1988.

In addition, since 1988, there has been an
i ncrease in the anmount of decommi ssioning experience in the
US. Currently, 21 comrercial nuclear facilities have
permanent|ly ceased operation. As a result, there is over
300 years worth of deconm ssioning experience, resulting in
a lot of new information avail able regarding the
envi ronnment al inpacts of decomm ssioning of comerci al

pl ant s.
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And, finally, there have been several new issues

that were not considered in the 1988 generic environnental
i npact statenent. These include rubblization, which entails
conpl eting the decontam nation and | eaving the concrete
structures rubblized and buried bel ow grade on the site;
partial site release, which involves releasing the clean
part of the site before the decomm ssioning is conpleted,
and the reason we bring that up here, because there have
been questions on it in our past tw neetings; and, finally,
ent onbrrent, which although it was considered in the 1988
generic environnmental inpact statenent, may need to be
reconsidered in a somewhat different form to allow for the
possibility of some substantial decontam nation or renoval
of | arge conmponents to entonbnent -- prior to entonbnent.

We are unaware of any ot her deconmm ssi oni ng
nmet hodol ogi es or techniques that may be consi dered by
i ndustry that could be included in the GEIS. However, as
part of the scoping process, we are hoping that if there are
addi ti onal decomm ssi oni ng nethods, that we will |earn about
them and be able to incorporate themin the CElS.

The original generic environnental inpact
statenent was published in 1988, as NUREG 0586. It | ooked

at decomm ssioning at all sorts of facilities that hold
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licenses with the NRC. The revised GEI S, however, stated in

full, will only address permanently shut down reactors and
wi |l not include decomm ssioning of fuel fabrication plants
or independent spent fuel storage facilities. It will be

publ i shed as a suppl enment to NUREG 0586, so the information
related to the decomm ssioning of the other types of
facilities will still be maintained in the original GElS.
The new information will be -- on the power reactors will be
publ i shed in the suppl enment.

The NEPA process follows certain steps that the
NRC is required to follow. The NRCis required to foll ow
this process, which provides consistency for all EISs
prepared by all federal agencies. The first step in the
process is the notice of intent, which is published in the
Federal Register. The Notice of Intent infornms the public
that an EIS is going to be published. The notice outlines
what the process is going to be, invites the public to cone
and participate, announces the location and tinme of the
public neeting, and designates a contact at the NRC for nore
information. The notice of intent for this action was
publ i shed in the Federal Register on March 14, 2000. A
second notice was published in May, on May 1, 2000. 1In

addition to this nmeeting, a public neeting was held in
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bytesLisle, Illinois, on April 27; in Boston, Massachusetts
on May 17th; and an additional nmeeting -- public neeting
will be held in San Francisco on June 21st, next week.

Scoping neetings are used early in the NEPA
process, to help the federal agencies decide what issues
shoul d be di scussed in the environnental inpact statenent.
It hel ps us define the proposed action and determ ne any
peri pheral issues that may be associated with the proposed
action.

The next step +# is the scoping process—+fthe
seoptng—process. Scoping is used early on in the NEPA
process to help federal agencies decide what issues should
be discussed in the EIS or generic environnental inpact
statenent. It helps us determ ne the proposed action.

Scopi ng, al so, help determ ne any peripheral issues that may
be associated with the proposed action, determ nes any --
but are considered to be outside of the proposed action's
realm Scoping identifies other related actions, such as
envi ronnment al assessment or environnental inpact statenents
that are being perforned by other federal or state agenci es,
or that may inpact on the decomm ssioning activities, which
then -- and then allows us to coordinate with other state or

federal agencies early in the process. The public coments
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on our -- this scoping process, we request that they be

received July 15, 2000.

Once scoping is conplete, we'll perform an
eval uation of the environnental inpact associated with the
react or decomm ssioning. The environnmental evaluation wll
address the inpacts of the proposed action, which is
decommi ssioning in this part, in a generic manner, the
i npacts that may occur at all or npbst deconm ssioning
plants. The alternative to the proposed action and the
i mpacts that could result fromthose alternatives wll,
al so, be evaluated. Finally, we'll ook at the mtigating
neasures, those neasures that can be taken to decrease the
envi ronnment al inpacts of the proposed action.

After the NRC has conducted the environnental
eval uation, we'll issue a draft environnental inpact
statenent for public comment. 1In this case, it will be a
draft generic environnental inpact statement and is
schedul ed to be published in early 2001. Al federal
agenci es issue draft EISs for public cormment. At that tine,
there will be nore public neetings, to gather the conments
on the draft environmental inpact statenment. After we
gat her the comments and evaluate them we will issue a fina

ElIS, which will be scheduled to be published in |ate 2001.
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The NRC has previously published other

envi ronnmental inpact statenents that are related to, or have
an i npact on other aspects of the deconm ssioning process.
W will ook at the contents of these EISs, as part of the
deci sion regarding the scoping of the decomm ssioning GElS.

| f inpacts are considered in any other -- in a previously
publ i shed generic environnental inpact statenent, they wll
likely not be reconsidered in the deconm ssioning generic
envi ronnment al i npact statenent.

A generic environnental inpact statenent conpleted
in July of 1997 | ooked at the radiological criteria that we
used in the rul emaking for the very small anount of
radi oactive material that can be on site when the license is
termnated. As aresult of this CEIS, the criteria of 25
mlliremper year total effective dose equival ent was
adopted. This CEIS provides the basis for what the inpacts
on the public are after the license had been term nated. A
final generic environnental inpact statenment was conpl eted
in 1982, to look at the inpacts of |owlevel radioactive
waste in |licensed disposal sites. The inpact of the waste
that came fromthe deconm ssioning plants was, al so,
considered in this final generic environnental inpact

statenent. Finally, a draft EI'S has been witten on the
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geol ogi cal repository for spent nuclear fuel at Yucca

Mountain in Nevada. W highlight these environnental inpact
statenments, because these areas will not be covered in the
decommi ssioning GEI'S, since they were covered in other

envi ronment al i npact statenents.

That concl udes ny portion of the presentation and
if you have any questions --

MR. CAMERON: Thanks a lot, Dino. For the benefit
of those of you, who just joined us recently, we're going to
have two presentations: one by Dino Scaletti, NRC staff, on
t he environnental inpact statenent process, generally and
specifically for this reactor deconm ssioning; and then
we're going to have question/answer discussion on that; and
then we're going to go to Becky Harty, from Pacific
Nort hwest Lab, who is going to tal k about deconm ssi oni ng,
specifically, and what types of environnmental inpacts we
think mght result fromthat. So, we're going to keep it
informal. W have a lot of tinme and opportunity to talKk.
So, if there are questions for Dino, at this point, or we
have an open di scussion period |ater, we can cone back to
t hat .

But, any questions? There's a |ot of pressure on

you. But, anything? Paul? No? Catherine? denn, you
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probably want to conme up to speed a little bit.

M5. CARROLL: Yeah, | have a question.

MR. CAMERON. You do have a question?

M5. CARROLL: Yeah, | have a question.

MR. CAMERON. All right, good.

M5. CARROLL: | nean, there mght be a tidy place

to say it, but --

MR. CAMERON. Ckay. W'Ill listen, and G enn can
-- we are keeping a transcript, so just give your nane and
affiliation, if you want, for the record.

M5. CARROLL: M nanme is Genn Carroll. I'mwth
the -- Against Nuclear Energy. | understand about a generic
envi ronnment al inpact statenent. We have public
participation on this end. But, is ny understanding correct
that if a generic environnmental inpact statenment is adopted,
that it would not include public participation at the actual
time of decomm ssioning? |Is that so?

MR. CAMERON. Dino, | think you can get the gist
of Aenn's question, but | guess it goes to what happens
during the decomm ssioning of a specific plant, in terns of
public participation, at least that's one part of it. D no?

MR. SCALETTI: Fromthe standpoint of this generic

envi ronnment al inpact statenment, as you said, there's public
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participation. You'll have an opportunity to comment on the

draft environnental inpact statenent when it cones out. W
have the opportunity now to include conments that you want
us to address.

At the time of -- now, when this docunent is
conplete and the |licensee decides to termnate -- to shut
down his facility, there is, again, a public neeting on the
post - shut down deconmi ssioning activities report, which, at
that time, is part of that post-shutdown decomm ssi oni ng
activities report. The licensee has to address the inpacts
that the facility would undergo and conpare themto the
exi sting final environmental inpact statenment for operation,
as well as the generic environnental inpact statenent, which
woul d be this -- which would conplete it, this supplenent,
and so there's another public neeting at that tine.

Now, when license term nation cone into play,
there will be -- license termnation is considered a major
federal action and there will be an opportunity, at that
time, to be involved in the license termnation plan for the
license to term nate.

MR. CAMERON. We are -- | think that Becky is
going to go alittle bit nore into this in her presentation,

but if you have a follow up or anything you want to ask, at
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this point, based on Dino' s answer.

M5. CARROLL: A public neeting wouldn't have any
| egal binding. It would be like going through --

MR. SCALETTI: Certainly.

M5. CARROLL: -- the specific concerns, but |
don't think they will be bound. And is decomm ssioning, the
license termnation -- ny understanding is that there's no
open intervention, at that point. So, is there any | egal
resource left in the public, at that point, if you take this
route?

MR LEWS: Okay. Steve Lewis fromthe Ofice of
CGeneral Counsel. | think your question, Ms. Carroll, was
both with respect to decomm ssioning and |icense
termnation, if | understood it correctly. So, at the
commencenent of decomm ssioning, the process is a -- |'l|
call it a non-legal process, for lack of a better term It
doesn't have -- it doesn't involve any formal action. It
does not involve an anendnent or any other action of that
type by the NRC. However, we will review the basis for the
docunent ation and the clainms nmade by the |icensee, that the
environnmental inpacts of its decommi ssioning activities that
it is proposing to do fall within previously revi ened

envi ronnment al inpacts, whether in sone generic environnental
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i npact statenment or in a site-specific environnental inpact

statenent that was prepared for the facility, in nany cases,
gui te sonme nunber of years ago.

The way the regulation is witten in 50.82, if, in
fact, the inpacts of the site-specific deconm ssioning fel
out si de of previously analyzed environnmental inpacts, then
there woul d have to be an anmendnent. So, you know, at that
stage, there will be a review and the way in which the NRC
will performits duties, in that regard, is principally
t hrough i nspections and a revi ew of the docunents. And, you
know, if we have a problemw th the PSDAR, we w ||l nake that
probl em known in witing to the |icensee.

Now, at license term nation, that is an amendnent;
so, therefore, the --

MR. CAMERON. Steve, can | just -- you raised the
term "anmendnment” twice and this time you're using it in the
sense of an anendnent to a |license?

MR LEWS: Yes.

MR. CAMERON. And when you used it previously, you
wer e tal king about an amendnent to the environnental -- a
suppl emrent to the environnental inpact statenent?

MR LEWS: No, no. | was using it --

MR. CAMERON. You were using it to the license --
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MR LEWS: | was using it as an anmendnent --
MR CARROLL: A license anendnent --

MR LEWS: A license --

M5. CARROLL: ~-- is an intervenable juncture.
MR LEWS: That is correct. Certainly the way

50.82 is structured, there could be a requirenent for a
licensee to get a |icense anendnent before proceeding with
decomm ssioning, if it was proposing a form of
decommi ssioning or to proceed in sonme nmanner that had sinply
not been previously reviewed fromthe environnental
perspective. Now, at the tinme of approval of the license
term nation plan, allowing the |licensee to proceed with al
of the steps necessary to termnate its license, that is
identified specifically in 50.82 as a federal action and
requires -- a major federal action requires an amendnent to
that license, with all the attendant rights invol ved.

MR. CAMERON. We're going -- | think there will be
nore opportunity to explore this in detail when we get
there. But, are there any other -- Cass, do you have
anything to say, at this point?

M5. MTCHELL: M nane is Catherine Mtchell and
I|"'mw th the Bl ueridge Environnental Defense League. |

woul d just like to say that the fact that |'m not
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participating in questions here doesn't nean that our

organi zati on doesn't have plenty of concerns, but |I'm here
to read a statenent. This is not particularly ny area of
expertise, but our director could not be here at the |ast
mnute and so | would prefer to address our concerns in the
st at enent .

MR. CAMERON. Geat; that's fine. Do you have --
do you want to -- do you have other questions on the EI'S
process, at this point, or do you want to wait? Ckay.

Let's nove on. Thank you, Dino. And Becky, would
you |ike to tal k about decomm ssioning for us? Becky Harty.

M5. HARTY: Thank you. Good evening. |'mthe
proj ect manager for the Pacific Northwest National
Laboratory's nultidisciplinary teamthat's supporting the
NRC on the devel opnent of the supplenment to the generic
envi ronnment al inpact statenment for decomm ssioning. And for
the next few mnutes, I'd |like to discuss decomm ssi oni ng
and 1'Il give you some background information, discuss the
process of decomm ssioning, the NRC s regul ati ons on
decommi ssi oni ng, nethods of deconm ssioning, activities that
occur during decomm ssioning, and the environnental inpacts
that are historically considered in ElSs.

First of all, I1'd like to provide you with the
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definition of decomm ssioning, as described in the NRC

regul ations, and that's the process of safely renoving a
facility fromservice, followed by reducing residua
radioactivity to a level that permts termnation of the NRC
l'icense.

Next view graph. The regulations that were in
place at the time of the 1988 generic environnental inpact
statenent on decomm ssioning, the tine that it was
devel oped, required that at the end of the life cycle,

I i censees of nucl ear power plants would submt a

decommi ssioning plan. By the 1990s -- md 1990s, the NRC
reassessed the val ue of the detail ed decomm ssioning plan
and deci ded to change the regulations to no | onger require
this detailed plan at the start of deconm ssioning. The
reason for this was that it was acknow edged t hat

decommi ssioning activities could be acconplished in nmuch the
same way that simlar pipe or punp renoval s or
decont am nati on processes occurred at operating facilities.

Commerci al nucl ear power plants have a set of
techni cal specifications that nake up their license. These
techni cal specifications, along with the NRC s regul ati ons,
basically lay down the paraneters of what the |icensee can

and cannot do at their facility, and these are the safety
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checks and they extend into the deconm ssi oni ng phase,

al though in a sonewhat altered form to reflect the specific
safety issues that are inportant for decomm ssioning. |If
the |licensee decides to step outside of the tech specs,
there's a process for a |license anmendnent that they nust
follow and that requires an NRC review, a detail ed one.

That's not to say that the NRC doesn't provide
overview related to the environnmental inpacts that nmay occur
during the decomm ssioni ng phase. They do and they provide
a consi derabl e anobunt of inspection during the entire
process, to insure that the regul ations are being foll owed.
But the major up-front type review efforts for environnental
aspects of decomm ssioning occur at the two stages that are
nost critical: the start of deconm ssioning, where there
are concerns related to the safe storage of the fuel and
concerns that the licensee has appropriately thought through
t he deconmi ssioning process; and then at the end of
decommi ssi oni ng, where there's concerns related to ensuring
that the radiol ogi cal hazard has been renoved. And I|'|
tal k about these two stages in the type of overview that the
NRC has in the next few slides.

First, early in the process of deconm ssioning,

the licensee is required to nake two certifications. The
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first certification is that operations have pernmanently

ceased and that neans that the |icensee does not ever again
plan to restart or turn on the reactor. And the second
certification occurs after fuel has been renoved fromthe
reactor vessel. And after that one is nmade, the plant's

I i cense has changed, so that they are no |longer allowed to
| oad either old or new fuel into the reactor and to run it.
The |icensee nmust, also, submt a post-shutdown

decommi ssioning activities report.

The PSDAR is a docunent that must be submtted by
the licensee two years or within two years of the decision
to permanently cease power operations. It contains a
description of the planned decomm ssioning activities; a
schedul e for the acconplishnent of the planned activities;
an estimate of the expected costs, which is then conpared
agai nst the anmount of funds that the |icensee has put away
and saved in a special account for decomm ssioning; and it,
al so, includes a discussion of the environnmental inpacts.

It specifically contains the reasons for concluding that the
envi ronnment al inpacts are bounded by previously issued

envi ronment al i nmpact statenment or by the generic

envi ronnmental inpact statenment, if, indeed, they are. And

Steve nentioned if they're not, that requires a license
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anmendnent and an additi onal review

As Dino nentioned previously, the generic
environnmental inpact statenment is going to be used by the
NRC and the licensee through the entire decomm ssioning
process, to ensure that the environmental inpacts that may
result during the deconmm ssioning process have previously
been considered. But a specific hard | ook at the
decommi ssi oni ng process is taken at the tinme that the PSDAR
is developed and it's at this stage that the generic issues
inthe GEI S need to be revisited, to nake sure that there is
not any new or significant information or something that's
specific to that plant that would invalidate the generic
conclusions that are given in the GEl S.

The PSDAR is a summary docunment. The NRC does not
require an extensive report of the analysis on the
environnmental inpact statenents in the PSDAR, but they --
the |licensee are expected to have perfornmed an extensive
anal ysis and that information has to be available to NRC
i nspectors. And there's an inspection review procedure
that's bei ng devel oped, so that the inspectors -- right now,
they think they know -- they know what they're | ooking for
and they go out and | ook for it; but there's a specific

revi ew procedure that's being devel oped, so that it's down
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on paper exactly what they need to check for.

Maj or decomm ssioning activities are prohibited
fromoccurring until the PSDAR is submtted. It is, again,
used to conpare agai nst the anount of noney that the
| icensee has been required to save and it provides a
mechanismto deternmine if adequate funding is available to
conpl ete the decomm ssi oni ng process, as planned, or if the
| icensee needs to obtain sone additional funding sonewhere.

Now, follow ng the submttal of the PSDAR, the
licensee is able to begin maj or decomm ssioning activities,
i ncl udi ng either inmediate decontam nation or di smant| enent
or placing the facility into SAFSTOR, which 1'Ill tal k about
inafewmnutes. Then within two years of reaching the
conpl eti on of decomm ssioning, the |licensee nmust submt a
license termnation plan. The |icense term nation plan
includes a characterization of the site and the residual
anounts of contam nation and identification of any remaining
di smantl ement activities that the plant -- the facility
pl ans to have done, plans for site renediation, detailed
pl ans for final survey of residual contam nation |evels, a
description of the end use of the site, an update of the
site-specific cost estimate for those last two years, to

make sure that there are adequate funds avail abl e, and,
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al so, a supplenent to the environnmental report.

This is a |icense anendnent, as Steve expl ai ned
earlier, and so the NRC reviews this and they, also, wite
an environnental inpact statenent. After NRC review and
after the final survey for residual contam nation on the
site, if it reveals that the radiol ogical hazard has been
removed to acceptable levels within the NRC s regul ati on,
then the license will be termnated and the site is no
| onger under NRC oversi ght.

kay. Now, I'd like to quickly run through the
general process and nmethods for deconm ssioning. This is
what we have to look at in detail in the generic
envi ronnmental inpact statenent, to ensure that we're
assessing the appropriate environnental inpacts. The NRC
originally envisioned three different nethods for
decommi ssi oni ng, which they call ed DECON, SAFSTOR, and
ENTOVB, and these were discussed at length in the 1988
generic environnmental inpact statenent. Now, as industry
experience was gained, it becane obvious that sonme plants
were kind of using a conbination of the DECON and SAFSTOR,
and 1'Il elaborate a little bit on those options -- those
t hree options.

ENTOMB i s where the radi oactive structure systens
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and conponents are encased in a structurally long-1ived

materials, |like concrete, and the ENTOVB structure is
mai nt ai ned and continued surveillance is carried out until
the radioactivity in the facility decays to a | evel that
permts termnation of the |license. The NRC regul ations, as
they're witten, only allows a 60-year period of tinme for
conpl eti ng decomm ssioning and the 1988 GEI S concl uded t hat
that was not enough tinme for the ENTOVB process to take
pl ace, so that it was probably not a viable option for
decomm ssioning at that tinme. They kind of left it open a
little bit; it said that it was probably not viable. It's
likely that it will be reconsidered and we're going to | ook
at it inthis GEI'S, probably in several different forns.
Now, for DECON. Typical activities that are
performed during DECON i nclude decontam nation, which is --
and it, also, includes the renoval of contam nation from
system structures and the renoval of |arge conponents. |It,
al so, includes dismantl enent, which is the renoval of piping
and ot her generally smaller conponents. And they, also,
i nclude the renoval of buildings; although, in sone cases,
| icensees are just decontam nating the buildings and the
facilities and | eaving the buildings there and reusing them

for other energy production facilities. Transportation of
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waste to a storage facility is, also, a very large activity

that occurs during DECON. DECON can kind of be | ooked at as
the get in there and get it done nethod of deconm ssioni ng.

Now, SAFSTOR -- the SAFSTOR net hod invol ves
placing the facility in a safe and stable condition and
maintaining it in that state until the facility is
subsequent |y decontam nated and dismantled to | evels that
permt license termnation. This process has the advantage
that during the storage period, the radioactive materials in
the facility are decaying, and so it basically reduces the
anount of radioactive material that has to be cl eaned up at
a later date and it reduces the radiation dose to the
workers and to the public. The NRC, however, because they
have this limt of 60 years, in which you can have
decommi ssioning, so there's actually a date. You can't put
this in storage forever. You' ve got to finish the
decomi ssioning in 60 years.

Typical activities that are perforned during
SAFSTOR are preparations for storage, such as deactivations
of systens; and draining and flushing part systens;
perform ng radi ol ogi cal assessnents before you put the
facility in storage, so that the amobunt and | ocation of the

radi oactive material is known before it goes into storage.
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And these activities, with the exception of the storage

period, also, occur during DECON, but they just take on a
greater inportance during SAFSTOR, because you are getting
ready to store the facility. And during storage, the

| i censee conducts preventative and corrective mai ntenance
and maintains the structural integrity of the facility.
Fol | owi ng SAFSTOR, the remai nder of the decomm ssioning
process |looks a lot |ike DECON, with the remaining

radi oacti ve conponents and portions of the facility inside
are decontam nated and are renoved.

The conbination that | tal ked about earlier, and a
lot of facilities are doing this, they' Il go into SAFSTOR
and then they'|ll decide that they have workers and funds
avai l abl e and they can do snmall anmounts of decontam nation,
so then they will do this during the SAFSTOR period. They
notify the NRC that this is happening, so the NRC can
provi de the appropriate anount of review and inspection.
That' s one way SAFSTOR and DECON ki nd of get conbi ned.
Another way is that sone facilities, when they're going into
what they call DECON, which is imediate di smantl enent --
decontam nation and di smantlenment, it nmay take a short
period of time, either in the first few years or maybe after

the first few years of decomm ssioning, to kind of review
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and deci de exactly what they're going to do and how they're

going to do it and so they' Il maybe put the facility in
storage for three, four, five years.

kay. At the very end of the process, the
activities ook the same no matter which option is chosen.
The final part of the process if called |license term nation.
During this tinme, the final decontam nation and
di smant| ement processes, as defined in the |icense
term nation plan, will occur and the |licensee will check al
over the site, to nake sure that they've renoved the
radi oacti ve contam nation, including any contam nated soi
or dirt. The |icensee develops a site-specific
envi ronnmental report, which the NRC reviews, and devel ops an
envi ronnment al inpact statenent, which | ooks at the final
condition of a site.

The licensee will do a final radiation survey,
usi ng techni ques and net hods devel oped by the NRC, and the
final site survey will be reviewed and verified by the NRC
In order for the license to be term nated, the NRC nust be
assured that the dose to the public is bel ow specific
criteria. This process was a subject of another GEI S that
Dino referred to earlier and it's not really considered part

of this process, although the NRCis always willing to
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listen to comrents or recommendations for inproving that

process.

Next slide. | want to tell you a little bit about
the reactors that have deconm ssioned to date. There are 18
facilities that are in various stages of deconm ssioning and
-- or 19 and two facilities that have conpl et ed
decomm ssioning. Six facilities are currently undergoing
decontam nation and di smantlenent; nine facilities are in
| ong-term storage; and four are planning a conbination of
| ong-term storage and decontam nation and di smant| enent.
Three facilities have already submitted their |icense
term nation plan.

To give you a |l ook at the types of facilities that
have been or are being deconm ssioned, eight of themare
boiling water reactors. -- these are different types of
nucl ear reactors -- ten of themare pressurized water
reactors, there's three others, and they range in size
bet ween 23 negawatts thermal, which is pretty small, up to
3,411 nmegawatts thermal, which is a very good size facility.

Now, the two facilities that have conpl eted
decommi ssi oni ng and no | onger have an NRC |icense are Ft.
Sangttre Saint Vrain in Colorado, which is a high

tenperature gas cool ed reactor, and Shoreham which is in
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New York, which was a |arge boiling water reactor, but it

only operated for one power -- effective power day. So, the
facility did not have sone of the problens or concerns that
sonme of the facilities that have operated for a coupl e of
decades do. These facilities have had their |icenses

term nat ed, because they've successfully renoved all the
radi ol ogi cal hazards fromtheir site.

Now, what | want to do is show you the |ist of
environnmental inpacts that we're considering. 1In part, this
i s because of the anmount of decomm ssioning experience that
has occurred in the last 12 years. At this time, |ooking at
t he devel opnment of a revision to the GEI'S, as Di no has
nmenti oned, and taking another hard | ook at the process and
at the environnental inpacts, and the areas that we're
currently considering include those that are typically
eval uated by the NEPA process for other nuclear facilities,
for other licensing type actions, and they include |and use;
wat er use and water quality; air quality; ecology, which is
both aquatic and terrestrial ecology and includes endangered
speci es; radiological inpacts, both to the workers and to
the public; postulated accidents to the public;
transportation inpacts; cost of deconm ssioning;

soci oeconom ¢ i npacts, for exanple, the | oss of a tax base
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for the community, if the plant is no |onger running;

environnmental justice, which is unfair inpact on mnority or
| ow-i nconme popul ations; cultural inmpacts, such as historical
preservation or ecologically inpacts; and noi se.

The GEIS will ook at inpacts and consider the
type of reactor, if it's a bread pressurized water reactor,
BWR, or another type of reactor; the nethods that will be
used during deconmm ssioning, for instance, SAFSTOR, DECON,
ENTOVB, or conbi nations; and the activities that will be
performed during decomm ssioning and their timng during the
process. And, also, the location of the facility plays a
fairly inportant part, whether it's |ocated on the sea coast
or in the desert, wherever.

One of the things we're hoping to get tonight is
that there are people, who know ot her environnental inpact
areas that we haven't considered, we want to know those, or
if there are certain aspects of sonme of these areas that
sonmebody thinks is very inportant, that we need to address
or look at in detail. That's sone of the information we're
real ly hoping to gather.

Public participation is the key to the NEPA
process. W're |ooking for cooments fromyou today and, as

Di no said, the NEPA process provides a nunber of
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opportunities for the public to participate in the

devel opment of the GEIS. W can receive conments at this
nmeeting, either oral or witten coments. Witten conments
will be accepted by the NRC until July 15th. Conments can
be provided by mail or in person or e-nailed, and the e-mail
address is shown on this slide. And | think there's, also,
a point of contact sheet that t+eyETOY has out on the tables
out there, so if anybody wants to grab that as they | eave.

I n addi tion, we have a nunber of docunents that are in the
hall, that are available for exam nation or smaller handouts
that you can take with you, that discuss deconm ssioning or
di fferent aspects of deconm ssioning.

We want your participation. W encourage your
participation and it makes it a better process, if you do
participate. And I'd like to thank you for your attention
and if there's any questions on this presentation or
anything that | can clarify for you, regarding what |'ve
sai d?

MR. CAMERON:. Thank you, very much, Becky. Let's
go on for questions and see if anybody has any suggesti ons,
internms of the --

M5. HARTY: In fact, we nay want to | eave that

t here. Let's do that.
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MR. CAMERON. Yeah, can we do that? That's a good

idea. The types of inpacts, the extent of inpacts -- Dino,
at one point, tal ked about new technol ogy for

decommi ssioning. |If anybody has any comrents on those new
types of technologies -- and | guess there's rubblization.
That's a new type of decomm ssioning technol ogy, so that's
an exanpl e of that.

Are there any questions, coments out here? And
then I want to have themclarify a couple of things on sone
past slides that were tied to sonme questions before.

SPEAKER: Well, 1'd like to hear you describe
entonbrent |ike you did SAFSTOR and DECON - -

M5. HARTY: Oh, okay.

SPEAKER: -- just so we can have all three of them
out there.

M5. HARTY: Oh, okay. I'msorry, | didn't clarify
t hat enough. Entonbnent is where -- in the 1988 GEIS -- |'m

going to back up, in the 1988 CEIS, it was | ooked at as
encasing the structure -- all of the structure systens and
conponents, basically encasing themin concrete and | eaving
themon site until the radioactive material had decayed to a
poi nt that you could just say there's no nore radioactive

material here and the site is now able to have their |icense
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t er m nat ed.

Now, there's -- since the tinme of the 1988 CEl S,
t here's been sone nore discussion about entonmbnent and
actually Carl Feldman is kind of our expert here, so | may
turn it over to him They tal ked about instead of doing a
clear cut, just fill the whole thing up with concrete and
| eave it there, maybe renpving certain |arge conponents,
like the reactor vessel, the steam generators, things that
are highly radioactive, and then maybe filling in the rest
of it. So, it's kind of a conbined DECON ent onbnent, rather
than being a specific entonmbnent. Am |1 answering that
correctly?

MR FELDVAN: Yeah. Let ne address it a little
bit, because |I've been very involved init.

M5. HARTY: Carl, say your nane.

MR. FELDVAN. Carl Feldman, NRC. |'ve been very
involved in the entonbment critique, because the Conm ssion
asked us to see if entonbnent is a valid process and if it
is not, what we could do to nake it valid and the reason
this is comng up i s because of the whol e problem of waste
di sposal. Wien we did the early GEIS back in '88, and,
actually, that information, they started in maybe ' 76, and

by '81, it was finished. Qur last report canme out then, but
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then we had a ot of trouble getting the rest of it out.

But, we didn't update the information base very nuch. W
updated inflation, things like that, but not the technol ogy.

At that time, when -- back in, say, around 1980,
we didn't anticipate big problems with waste di sposal. Wen
you go do a decommi ssioning, the major concern is the
occupational worker. And by doing it properly, you would
keep that pretty low But, once you did a dismantlenent,
you' re done. Wen you go to entonbnent, then you have
potential for public dose. And the reasoning was, well, if
there's sone cost benefit that is of a significant health
and safety concern, then naybe there's a reason to do
entonbrment. So, we didn't want to preclude it entirely.

[ naudi bl e] -- years really came about, because we
said why -- instead of naking people tell us all these
different cost benefits, it gets very confusing, we want to
have some kind of a standard out there. And at that tine,

the studies that, also, were done by PNNL, but at that tine

called PNL, were -- show that if you had primarily cobalt
contami nation, which is a dom nant contam nant -- you, al so,
have cesium which is a longer-lived contanm nation -- we're

assumng, in the best of circunmstances, you' d only have

primarily cobalt, and then if you | ooked at what the nmjor



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

43
significant aspects, in terns of mtigation were, if you

wai ted 30 years, the dose to the occupational workers went
down to about a third of what it was, if you did it right
away, currently. But, then it sort of plateaued and after
that, sure, it went down very, very slowy. And if you
wai t ed about 50 years, the volune of waste went down to
about a factor of 10 and then it just went down very slowy
after that.

So, we said, okay, well, we can wait 50 years and
we'll give you about 10 years to finish the deconm ssioning.
That's termination of license. That's where the 60 years
cane from W didn't really give nuch weight to entonbnent,
because -- and we didn't give it all that nuch anal ysis,
because, at that tinme, it just didn't seemlike a reasonabl e
way to go. But, we didn't preclude it, because we said if
there was a significant health and safety concern, the
Comm ssi on coul d make a case specific recommendation to
allowit. And so that's where it went.

But, again, we didn't do a real thorough analysis.
And since that tine, we have had PNNL take a | ook at the
ability to entonb something. W're only tal ki ng about power
reactors, because they're generic and they have certain

properties that nake themnicer to entonb. And so, we had
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MR, FELDVAN
out. There's no fuel.
radi oactivity. It's |
fuel is taken out.

M5. HARTY:

| plants or --

44

Well, no, no, with the fuels taken

You're only tal king about

ike a material facility.

Did you ask about bonb pl

SPEAKER: You said it was nicer than --

MR. FELDVAN

No, no. [I'mthinking -

SPEAKER: You said it was nicer than,

under st and why.

MR. FELDVAN

M5. HARTY:

Al of the
ant s?
and | didn't

Oh, oh, because of the structure.

Yeah, but these --

SPEAKER: Those are nicer than --

M5. HARTY:

Li ke test reactors. Wl

he's tal ki ng about fuel enrichnment plants or --

MR. FELDVAN

Yeah.

SPEAKER:  Ckay.

M5. HARTY:

These are all conmmerci al

production facilities --

but

MR CAMERON
if you could just

MR, FELDVAN

, | think

pl ant s.

The

You guys are making a great trio,

do one at a tine.

Let nme respond to that.

VWhat

was
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tal king about is if you | ook at how you want to isolate

sonmething, if you want to encase a radioactivity of sone
sort. Now, I'mnot tal king about spent fuel or any kind of
reactive process where neutrons are comng out. That's
where the bonb type of problenms come about. W' re not
tal king about that. The spent fuel is renbved. That's a
given. That's always assunmed. Even in the '96 rule, one of
the critical safety features is that if you take the spent
fuel and take it out of the reactor containnent vessel and
put it in the pool or someplace el se, because that's where
t he nucl ear energy -- the predom nant nucl ear energy affects
conme from the heat and all of the significant radiation.
Once you take that out, yes, you have
radi oactivity, but you don't have an expl osive type of
situation. You just have -- it's no different than a
non-reactive type plant that has contam nation --
radi oactive contamnation, like material facilities. The
di fference, though, is that it's very well defined, because
it's not a chemcal plant and the radiation is well known
where it is. The other thing is that you have a very strong
contai nment systembuilt into it, because that was the
initial design for operations, and then sone of the

materials are steels of one sort of another, that have
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activation of a radioactivity part of the steel.

And so you have to | ook at all those features and
when you do, you can provide a reasonable justification that
you could accurately isolate that stuff. Renenber that we
said it depends what type of entonmbnent you're talking
about. You could leave a lot of material. You could take
-- fromthe begi nning of the rul emaki ng, we al ways
envi sioned m xtures. It didn't have to be all safe storage
or dismantlenent. It could be any conbination, the end
result being termnation of that license. So, you could
have a little bit of safe storage, then you could
ent onbrent, you could di smantl e sone, and do various things.
So, you could take sone of that radioactivity out offsite
and entonbnent, you could leave nore in. It would depend on
the circunstances and the ability to denonstrate, in a
meani ngf ul way, that you could isolate that systemfor the
anount of tine required, for the anount of radioactivity
locked in it to decay to a level that it could be rel ease
at, in some time. That's the whole idea of entonbnent.

MR. CAMERON. And Carl, just to make sure that
it's clear to everybody out here, why are we taking -- what
ci rcunst ances have changed that | eads us to | ook nore

favorably on entonbnent ?
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MR. FELDMAN: Two circunstances: one is that we

have done additional analysis of the ability to entonb for
power reactors, to ensure that we could adequately isol ate
that radioactivity, so it wouldn't be a problem and the --
of course, the waste disposal has -- or the ability to
di spose of waste has gotten nore difficult. And the
i ndustry has asked for options. Rubblization is one of
those options. Entonbnent is another type of option. And
so if it is not a health and safety problem our nandate is
health and safety, if there are ways to do things that are
not health and safety problens, that are cheaper for
i ndustry or for business decisions to be made, then we | et
themdo them The only question is: is this a safe nethod.
And that's why we're | ooking at it now

MR. CAMERON. (Ckay. Thank you. 1Is it -- you
menti oned rubblization a couple of times. Is that -- is it
clear to see -- to hear what that alternative is conposed
of , rubblization? Any questions on that? And further
guestions on the issue of what types of -- are there other
types of inpacts? Are there any of these inpacts, where we
shoul d pay special attention to new information in preparing
this EI S?

SPEAKER: Chip, | think there is sonething that
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Carl said that -- sonething | want to tal k about tonight,

which is the change in expectation of disposing of waste,
and you have a better overage of the evening, so is there a
ti me when, you know, you'll be delving into that a little
bit? WII it fit into other --

MR. CAMERON. Yeah. Let ne see if anybody el se
has any questions now. Sir, do you have any questions or
coments on this tal k?

MR MNNS: Well, we mght as well get it out.

MR. CAMERON. All right, and put yourself on the
record, John

MR MNNS: M nanme is John M nns from NRC
Becky, | would like to ask you a question about what is this
green field? | get a lot of calls from people who want an
expl anation about the green field inpact, and many people
are concerned that after the land is decomm ssioned, they
want their |and back as green and they want to be able to
farm WIIl this be covered in the CEI S?

M5. HARTY: | think that's a very inportant area
that needs to be discussed in that GEIS, Geenfield is--ny
understanding is, and I'mnot sure if the NRC has a specific
definition of it, but my understanding is Greenfield is just

taking the plant site back to what it had been before the
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plant was built. O, in sone cases, people -- like is an

option like putting a farmon there, or nmaybe a park, of
just pasture, or a lot of the places where forested, and
they may not be taking it back exactly to that type of
forest; but just to a green state.

There's al so industrial uses of decomm ssioning
sites. That's not specifically considered to be greenfield.
Sone people actually call that brown field, because it's
taken to a non-nuclear industrial site. Does that answer
your question? Ckay.

SPEAKER: Let ne just state sonething as--so that
the NRC can clarify this. 1In terms of greenfields, there's
no requirement now, by the NRC, that a utility take a site
to greenfield. But if a utility wanting to do that, that
woul d be within their discretion. And |I'm asking sort of
t he question for you guys.

SPEAKER Yeah, that's correct. Wen we first did
t he deconm ssioning activities way back, we brought those
guestions up. And it was--1 guess we had scopi ng neetings
just like we're having now et cetera. And it was pretty
wel | decided at that tinme that the NRC s responsibility lies
in owning the radioactivity constituents of the facility.

I f those are renoved to a |level that's acceptable, then the
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rest of the structure can stay there. So if we had

sone--see, we have a license term nation rule now, for
instance. There's 25 milliremallowed. |If they satisfy
that condition, and the building's still there, then the
bui l di ng stays. Usually, the building would be there.
The--so we don't require a greenfield, but the greenfield
concept just canme about, just as Becky was kind of saying,
you start with it--initially before you had a reactor there,
you just had greenfield. And you want to bring it back to a
state that was simlar to what is was prior to putting a
reactor there. So that's how that whol e concept cane about.
M5. HARTY: | think, Kewif--can | add sonething on
that, too? The decision to do that primarily rests with the
utility. Sonetines we've seen in sone cases where the state
puts pressure on the utility to chose one option versus
another. And it may have to do with the perception of just
totally getting rid of the--any aura of nuclear facility or
it my be that they want to be able to use that site for
ot her energy production units. Right now-I"mtrying to
think, but I know Big Rock Point has said that they're going
to a greenfield. Trojan said they're planning to use it for
industrial site. Fort St. Vrain left it as an industrial

site. They're one of the ones that are decomm ssi oned.
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SPEAKER: Decommi ssi oned. For people's

information, the |ocation of those facilities?

M5. HARTY: Trojan is in Oregon. And Fort St
Vrain is in Colorado. And Big Rock Point is in M chigan,
right?

SPEAKER. Ri ght .

MR. CAMERON. Ckay, and | just--Dino, wants to say
somet hi ng about this definition.

MR. SCARLETTI: It's already been said, so that
you' || be going to decomm ssion this and Hteraty renove

t he radi oactive conponents. But where they are building an

| SFSI, we-—the structure is inportant prebably—+to—de—so to
the safe storage of spent fuel. —You—krow—+F—you+re—that
concerned—t+—nean- Maybe it can be the switch yard
remai ni ng on site understanding. Designing the switch as
staying, so these sites—+f—you—+e—getting—+nte cannot
attain greenfield ts—+no6t--you know—+t—s—part—ef—these—not
serre—group—wth—the—strueture. |It's not a greenfield site
part again, also the site nay be re-powered recetving—power.

So there's--all those things needs to be considered in the
utility's use of the site.
MR. CAMERON. We're going to--we'll cone back to

John. Could you just, for those of us who are sort ignorant
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about this, just tell us what the switch yard is. | think

we know, but--

MR. SCARLETTI: The switch yard--it has to do with
el ectricity. The energy cones fromthe plant between the
switch yard and this switch yard is tied to the incom ng
power lines, and it's the reason they're being left there.
These--for instance, anrother—ofe Zi on Nucl ear Power Station
is using its generators that—save—those as synchronous
capaci t ors to—so—theyhetp—savetHie—and—yet—produces—tack
of—power whi ch hel ps stabilize the grid in the generating
area of that plant. And so, there's going to be an
raeent+ve in service until 2004—te—view+t—as—there—+s—tie
ang—then—t+—holtad—you—unrt+H—you—get—out—of —the—power
protuection—fietd. —A-though—+n—rost—ptaces—thi-s—was—

MR. CAMERON. Thank you, Dino. Let's go back to
John, and then we'll come back up here to see if there's
ot her questions. John, any further conment?

MR- MNNS: | have one nore comment. You know the
state of betrng—and Maine elected to vote for a 10
mlliremyear limts. This is |ower than the EPA and NRC
limts and it may be difficult to deconm ssioned the Mine

Yankee Facility at this lower level limts. Ard—+t+-s—gotng
I TOTTI I o I £ o I I L
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So—that—s—aproblem—Fhetevet—of—

MR. CAMERON. Well, | guess that is in reference
to--

SPEAKER: |s that a probl en?

MR. CAMERON:. Yeah, | think--it did represent--

SPEAKER: Before | Say?

SPEAKER | can take it.

MR MNNS: NRC, |'m a preduetion project manager
| work with the NRC

MR. CAMERON. Ckay. | think was responding to your
st at enent about what states mght want the utility to do
over and above NRC regul ations, and | think John was j ust
poi nting out that, in some cases, the state is requiring
clean up of the site to a very, very low normal, and | think
as our counsel would tell us, it's still an unresolved issue
perhaps. And it mght be worth saying sonet hi ng about
this--is that what can the state require in terns of
regul ation clean up over and above the NRC requirenents? Do
you want to try? This is a real thorny issue that | think
it would be worth tal king about. So, Steve, could you try
and explain that, and we'll go out to people and see if
there's any questions on it? Alright.

MR LEWS: Alright. Thank you, Chip. Basically,
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there are a nunber of outstanding issues that have to do

with the levels at which a site will be considered to be
acceptable for release. The NRC issued its rule in 1997,
and used a performance-based rule based on 25 mllirens to
t he average person in the critical group, the group that we
felt would be nost |ikely to be inpacted by the renaining
residual radioactivity at the site. And that was consi dered
to be a total effective dose equivalent, fromall pathways.
The EPA, the United States Environnental
Protection Agency, has an alternative construct, which
believe is 15 mlliremtotal body, and 4 mlliremfrom
ground water. \Whereas, the NRC had 25 mlliremwas from al
source conbined. So there is sone degree of fluidity right
now in terms of the |legal picture. 1In addition to that,

then you al so have an intense and very under st andabl e

interest by states in sites that will, in essence, be
rel eased; that will, in fact, be released by the NRC from
i cense.

And certainly states have indicated strongly to
the NRC that they should have a significant role in being
able to--in being able to require sonething nore extensive
to be done on the basis that once it's done, there's--it's

no | onger going to be under license by the NRC, and
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therefore, states will probably play a significant role on

behal f of the public in, you know, living with the
consequences and the presence of that site.

So, | think that's why Chip was indicating that
it's, you know, it has sone conplexities to it. | think
that the conplexities are related to the fact that these
various entities, both--1"ve identified two federal
agenci es, plus you' ve got the states as they may becone
i nvol ved dependi ng upon where plants are proposed to be
decommi ssi oned. And you know these kinds of things wll
have to be worked out anong the various governnenta
entities. And it is true that the NRC has already take a
position as to what it considers to be a |level that
constitutes an acceptable level for termnating the |icense.
And we also require in that same regulation that the
|icensees conply with the principle of achieving | evels as
| ow as reasonably achi evabl e, ALARA.

So the NRC might be in a position where it is of
the view that a license can be term nated and m ght then do
so. A state may decide to ask that |icensee, that entity,
along with the NRC s |icensee, to decontam nate the facility
further, and that may very wel|l be what woul d happen.

MR. CAMERON. |'m not sure that everybody
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under st ands what the status quo is hearing. That's a very

good expl anation, and also we'd |like to--we get Paul from
the EPA an opportunity, if he wants, to say anythi ng about
the difference in outl ook as we--the two agencies, and al so
gi ve people a chance to ask nore questions. But in ternms of
the NRC view vis a vis the EPA it is that under our rules a
licensee, to termnate the license, has to nmeet our rules.

MR LEWS: Correct.

MR. CAMERON: And we would term nate the |icense.

MR. LEWS: Right.

MR. CAMERON: Now, in terns of the state, sone
states have a question, can they require the |licensee to
clean up to | ower |evels?

MR LEWS: Right. R ght.

MR. CAMERON. Has the NRC--has the NRC nade any
statenent on--and | don't want you to specul ate about what
we woul d say--but has the NRC made any statenent on that or
are we really waiting to be hear what they're saying?

MR. LEWS: This--this--1 don't have the answer to
the question. | think that soneone el se here may. | think
that this gets up to the--this gets to the question of
whet her or not it is an area of so-called Federal

preenpti on--whet her or not once we have determ ned what the
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standard of acceptability is, does that preclude a state

from maki ng a determ nation that they believe sonething
further can be required.

Let me go a bit further than that, however, as
much as | feel | have enough know edge to give you right
now, which is that since we're tal king here--right now, when
we talk about 25 millirem and we talk about--we're talking
about license termnation. So, | nean, at that stage, the
NRC steps aside as the player, as the regulator. So,
nmean, one woul d have to concede, it seens to ne, that a
state can then step in as the regulator if it chooses to do
so, if it feels that there is sonething further that needs
to be done to protect its citizens. And | think that the
NRC recogni zes that there is sone--you know, there's a
tremendous anount of legitimacy to that position.

| really can't say anything nore specific, because
| don't know t he answer.

MR. CAMERON. Ckay. Before we see if Carl has
sonet hing, and go over here. Do you want to hear anything
at this point on that issue.

SPEAKER: Wl |, | just maybe it's been clarified,
but first, Maine Yankee, is requesting right now all these

new regul ati ons, state |law says that up to--you can have up
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to few nore--even if the state is not in total agreenent

that this is better, because you're going to run into if
you're taking the level of the site to the point of
shi pments of waste, appearance is a |lot nore silent, where
there are accidents that could be involved with that. So,
you have to address this better, either to control the
people even in view that there are regul ations at 25
mllirem and that's what we were worryi ng about. The sane
licensee is now demanding his bill, with his foot in the
name of--and so that does not necessarily nean that the NRC
is not really going to those levels. Twenty-five mllirem
is not our regul ations.

MR. CAMERON. Ckay, Paul, did you want to say
anyt hing all about when this--
REPORTER: And coul d you--get to state your full name and
affiliation for the record, please?

MR. WAGNER: My name is Paul Wagner, and |"'mwth
the Environnmental Protection Agency. | think Steve did a
good job of describing the interaction, with one smal
clarification, | guess, is that EPA's criteria for clean up,
in many cases, depends on the specific clean up site, would
come up to about 15 mllirem per year, and a—+wonth sone of

that 15 mllirem is the 4 mllirem groundwater pathway. So
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it's at the mnor function. Usually, you get lost in the

grass in that.

MR. CAMERON. Ckay. One nmjor point that--yeah,
right. 1t's 25 mllirems and ALARA. One ngjor point is
that the EPA--1 don't want anybody to get the inpression
that the EPA has a rule, okay, that requires 15 mllirem 4
mlliremground water. It's the EPA--although EPA has the
authority to do a rule like that, and then the NRC woul d
have to make their regul ations consistent. The EPA has not
pronul gated a rule, so the basic--the field is being
occupied like there is the 25 NRC regul ations. 1|s that
correct, Paul?

MR. WAGNER: The NRC has a federal rule that the
license termnation is through them

MR. CAMERON: Now, let's go over here, and, d en,
there may be sone questions that you guys want to follow up
on this, or you have a question frombefore. Let's see if
we can put this issue, 25, 15, whatever, the EPA NRC, and
states, and let's see if we can put that to rest at this
point. Are there any--

M5. CARROLL: Because they're opponents of the NRC
regul ation, and, as you well know, the environnental

comunity participates strenuously in that. And that
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experience makes nme kind of to this feeling like we're being

rail roaded; that the environnmental GERS has a report on

pol lution, where a basic conmment of it had is it should be
site-specific. And the fact that our |eaders and

regul ators, our operators enbrace the general environnental
i npact statenment is chilling.

MR. CAMERON. Yeah, and | didn't nmean to put it.
didn't mean to put it rest. | just neant in ternms of
getting all the discussion out at this neeting on it. But
could you anmplify on--1 think you raised an inportant point.
Can you anplify, if you wish to, on why there shouldn't be
any generic environnental inpact statenment, or why it should
all be done site-specific?

M5. CARROLL: Well, just let me ask a question is
that in the realmof possibility is that we woul d--NRC and
all the energy that's brought you here today could actually
change directions. It's not even possible for our view, by
golly, with or without it, this issue is--this rule.

MR. LEWS: The answer to your question, is it
possi bl e? The answer is yes, it is possible. And |I'm not
trying to be facetious. | nmean, I'mnot trying to say, you
know, like anything is possible. | think fundanmentally, at

this stage of the process, we are truly trying to hear what
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peopl e are saying to us. The--1 think we have to indicate

to you that we're not revisiting at this tine the 25
mlliremstandard that we established in 1997. That was a
position that the Conm ssion cane to, and pronulgated its
regul ation. And the EPA has not chosen to put into place an
alternative regul ation, although they do have sone different
positions than us.

So, | nmean, | did hear very clearly what you said
about that, and | understand that you do not, you know, feel
that that is an appropriate standard. But | certainly don't
want to mslead you into thinking that this GEISis going to
be the vehicle for the Comm ssion readdressing the
determnation it made in 1997 as to the level at which it is
appropriate to release a site from NRC regul ati on.

M5. CARROLL: I'mnot really speaking to that, but
just citing that we participated in that process, which was
a new approach that the NRC devel oped as the--actually, the
outcone isn't 25 mllirem It's 25 mllirem or ALARA, up
to 500 mllirem and we're appalled. | think one of the
turn offs with that is this disconnect with the sites--

MR FELDVMAN: That's--the 500 mlliremis a
different set of standards; that the unrestricted rel ease

standard is 25 milliremw th ALARA consi derati on. | n ot her
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words, they have to take into account as low as is

reasonabl y concei vabl e.

MR. LEW S: Achi evabl e.

MR. FELDMAN: Achi evabl e.

M5. CARROLL: | know it's--1 see regulators and
ot her types as being--we're sinply because we're going to do
as | ow as reasonably achievable, but we're--a utility, we
consider a cost. Future generations would consider their
health, and there's a disconnect there, but knowi ng what is
reasonably achievable is a license to pollute, to say it's
not reasonable to try harder. | nmke have to make the
fourth reason at this |evel.

MR. FELDVAN. It's a question of approach. | don't
think there's that nuch of a difference between--1"msorry.
| don't think there's that much of a difference between the
EPA and NRC nunbers in actuality. It's just that they have
a tendency to go to a | ow nunber, and then nake exceptions.
Wereas, we pick a high nunber as a generic nunber, and then
we go to |lower nunbers. So sonewhere, we neet. It's not
that --they have di fferent approaches to how they do
regul ation than we do. But the nunbers, when you actually
come down to concentrations, radiation-types of nunbers,

will be back to simlar.
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MR. CAMERON. This is--obviously, the clean up

st andar d- -

MR FELDMVAN: Yeah.

MR. CAMERON. |Is a very inportant issue, okay. And
| think we coul d--we shoul d obviously stay here and tal k
about that for a long tinme. But, and we can do that, but |
think that would--we'll need to take care of this
environnmental inpact issue, and that's why if you do have
any specifics in ternms of not just do this site-specific, if
you coul d, you know, offer those to us, that would be
hel pful. And whether it's possible that the generic
envi ronnment al i npact statenment woul d not be done is--1 don't
know what woul d happen, but we need to--we need to hear
peopl e's suggestions on this, and why they think that it
shoul d be mainly site-specific, because it may influence,
even if there is a generic environnental inpact statenent,
it may influence what comes out of there and how it's used.

M5. CARROLL: Well, first of all, I'd like to say |
think we're grappling with really--going where no man has
ever gone before. And I think, we're great. W're trying
to think about things this way, you know, this giant.

It occurs to ne that naybe the best thing to do is

decide the track you're on, and | wondered if you couldn't
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produce a generic environnental reg guide or sonething,

which at least gives the utility a really conprehensive |ist
of criteria they would be held to, and that will be anal yzed
by the NRC.

But it's ny sense that we nay have specific types
of reactors, you may have the P-types that react
through--ultimately they've had a life of 25 to 40 years,
and they've had--they're on different geologies. They're in
different communities. And they have different operating
experiences, and there will not be the sane as the condition
they were in. And to the land and the econony that has to
be okay for confort afterwards. So--1 take as a given that
each site is unique. Each conmunity is unique. |It's just
not possible for me to think that, except for, you know,
very conprehensive lists of things worth | ooking at with the
NRC s disclainer on that, then we ware entitle to bring up
ot her issues that we perceive are inportant.

One of the projects that cane--that we
participated in follow ng radiological criteria rul emaking
was--and for the site-specific advisory board--and one of
t he di sconnects here is you can--maybe it's not so a
decontam nated reactor site, but in the nmeantinme, you are

contam nating a dunp site. So, for real people, this is al
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of the issue. The utility they're off the buck. The NRC

transfers that over to the health departnment, and they're
| osing those fol ks--you know the contam nation still exists.

W' re having problens hiding these dunps. | don't
t hi nk anybody in this room when Yankee was at the pole, they
sent those generators to Barnwell, and that was a | ot of
radi ati on. Way no penalty--their mllirem but let's--

So, one thing about that issue, fearing to note
these rules, to make a utilities rule and to conduct audits
and the reactors and the contam nation is the issue in the
world. But the lack of dunps does sort of lead to the
entonbrent i ssue. The thing that gets interesting about the
ent onbrment issue, the thorny part of it, is that 300-year
mar ker, because that just defies any experience in having
one of its states with any institution permanently that has
| asted that long. So | can see why that is hard for a
bureaucracy to say, now, there's a good idea. That's what
we'll do. And yet, | feel entonbnent could be considered a
viable option. It may be necessary to keep Seott—Bueht-
spent fuel on this tate site.

Now, that brings me to this idea that the states
woul d ever really exercise any authority over this. You've

got Nevada ki cking and scream ng about one nucl ear dunp, and
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they're dying on the vine. And you' ve got Utah, kicking and

screanm ng that they don't want to host the dunp. These are
NRC issues. DoEis in the mx in one case. And so it is
not apparent from operating experience that the states do
have the power to call shots in this arena.

So, that certainly does a lot to be soft on
the--give themregul atory authorities, and try to put the
states and- -

MR. CAMERON. You may want to say sonething. Let
me just get a couple of points on the record here. | think
that Becky wanted to ask a question or respond to your point
on you seemto be questioning whether it--how can we even
produce the nethodol ogy to produce a generic environmental
i npact statenent that is going--can bound all of these
conditions that individual sites. | would like to ask
Becky. | think you had a coment on that. And sonmeone nmay
al so want to just clarify whether it was Mine Yankee or
anot her plant that sent the reactor.

M5. CARROLL: Yankee Row.

MR. CAMERON. Yankee Row. Ckay. | wanted to get
that record so no one had the m staken inpression. But,
Becky, go ahead. What did--do you have sonething else to

add?
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M5. HARTY: denn, that was a really good comment,

and a really good question about the generic environnental
i npact statenent, and why they can't be site-specific.

When we--we' ve been kind of working on this
project since last fall, and one of the first things we had
to do was, of course, put together a proposal. So we knew
how much to charge the NRC for our work. And one of the
things we | ooked at is exactly how would we lay out a
generic environnmental inpact statenent, because, you're
right: there are reactors in totally different ecosystens
all across the country. You got Palo Verde in a desert.
You' ve got Turkey Point and Crystal River, they're right on
the ocean. Maine Yankee is on an estuary, | nean, it just
kind of runs the gamut. And not only that, you' ve got
several different, like | said, different types of
facilities--pressurized water reactors, boiling water
reactors. Sonme of themare closer in to urban areas. Sone
of themare out in the country, totally out in the boonies.
And when we | ooked at that, one of the first things we did
was we said, you know, okay, we're going to have to form up
a matrix here. So we not only | ook at the environnental
i npacts, we look at the different activities that woul d

occur during the different nethods of decomm ssioning. W
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|l ook at the different |locations of the facilities; the

different types of facilities. The fact that sonme of the
met hods may require a | ong safe-store period, and then you
have the decomm ssioning, you know, the dismantl enent and
decontam nation at the end. Sonme of themdo it up front.
The waste facilities--different |ocations, crisscrossing the
country. Sone of themnmay be close in. Wat is that

call ed? Colunbia Nuclear Plant. The new one--up in

Washi ngton State--Colunbia Generating Station. Their's is
right across the road. One of the California plants has to
ship to Barnwell. That's all the way across the country.

So we | ooked at all these different things, and we thought,
okay, it's going to be, you know, quite a considerable job.
And where do we draw the line? It's like | said, sone of

t hese things, |ike when you | ook at ecol ogy, the endangered
and threatened species or the historical and archaeol ogi cal
information, that stuff has--well, | don't want to say has
to, because we're still in scoping. So | don't want to cone
wi th foregone conclusions, but the nore we've seen--and |'ve
wor ked on these kinds of inpact statenents, both |ooking at
t he generic ones and using the generic one for |icense
renewal , and looking at it at license renewal of nuclear

power plants, | know that some of these things will probably
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end up being site-specific. There's no way around it. Sone

of them I|ike the socio-economc, well, like the costs,
that's a good exanple. The costs are going to be different,
but you can put a cap on that. And you can say, okay, for
t he deconmi ssionings that we've had and that we're
considering at these different sites. W're assunm ng that
this is probably the nost they will have to spend.

Now rat her than--and cost nmay be a bad exanpl e,
because we do go in and do a site-specific cost estimate.
So let me throw one in |ike socio-econom c inpacts.

Those are pretty nuch, maybe pretty much, given as
we | ook around the sites. You know, there's going to be a
big | oss of tax base to the comunity. It may--there may be
a range fromsone plants that are close in to a netropolitan
area, where the tax base is not that inportant fromthe
utility, to places |ike M ne Yankee, where | think it
pretty nuch decimated the town. That was 90 percent of
their tax base--90 percent cost. And so we may be trying to
do ranges here.

Now t he reason--1 think one of the reasons that
they do try to do this and put this in the generic nmethod is
because then the NRC can spend their tinme and their

resources |looking at the site-specific things. Rather than
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goi ng back through and | ooki ng at naybe everything for every

pl ant, they can kind of focus in on what m ght be inportant.
That's one of the reasons. | don't know if that answers
that, and if you have any--

MR. CAMERON. | think that was--gives people an
i dea of what exactly goes into a generic environnental
i npact statenent, and | think froma process point of view,
G enn's comment about we think this issue should be
site-specific is a legitinmate coment during scoping that
will need to be addressed by the NRC in the scoping report
and the draft environnental inpact statement. | think that
the types of things that you were tal ki ng about Becky is
going--we're going to have to be made--the NRC will have to
denonstrate that, indeed, it is feasible to treat sonme of
t hese--all of these, whatever it is, to be able to treat
themlegitimately through generic. And I'msorry, why don't
we go to you?

M5. KOTG |1'mJen Koto. |I'mJen Koto. 1'mhere
for Physicians for Social Responsibility and Wonen's Acti ons
New Directions, okay.

| have a question before | pose a cooment. M
guestion is, once these are actually decomm ssi oned, and you

guys are out of the pipe then, so to speak, at that point,
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woul d the states be able to use any facility through the EPA

to demand further clean up. Does the EPA have any avenues
for the states to enploy?

MR. CAMERON. That's a good question. | think
there's an answer to that. | don't know if Paul is going to
speak to it, but--go ahead.

MR. WAGNER: Let's make sure that | understand your
guesti on.

M5. KOTGO Yes.

MR. WAGNER: | think you're saying after the
license is term nated, can we EPA require sonething nore?
think the way it stands now, as | said before, EPA, excuse
me, NRC has authority over license term nation. As Steve
said, once the reactor gets deconm ssioned, the state has
the authority to require nore | assume. And EPA deals with
contam nated sites through the Superfund. And | don't think
it would really anticipate using Superfund to deal with
this. W're expecting that NRC and the |licensees generally
are going to get the levels of radioactivity down to a |eve
where it is acceptable as far as risk |evels.

M5. KOTO As far as you're concerned, you agree
with that?

MR. CAMERON. Ckay, let's go back over and get this
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on the record. | think Paul's answer was pretty clear that

Superfund coul d be used, but it probably--there would be
authority to use Superfund, but it probably would not be
used is what | think | heard you say. And Paul's agreeing

with that. Jan, do you have ot her questions?

MS. KOTG That's anot her |evel. | "' mawar e t hat
Hanford studies still showthat the 5 mlliremstandard is
produci ng significant increases in cancers. |In my opinion,

there's sone information on that. So--going back to the
standard again, you're decreasing to five tinmes that, and so
| suspect considering that, and considering synergistic
effects of other toxins, other industries in the area,
sites-specific is invaluable to the health of the nation,
and the health of each individual site. So | can't stress

t hat nore.

MR. CAMERON. Ckay, thank you very nuch, Jen. 1Is
there anything to say on the issue of--that Jen rai sed about
ot her hazards from-hazards fromother facilities near the
site--the cunul ative inpacts. Carl?

MR. FELDVMAN: The license term nation rule took
sonme of that into account, at |east the international
conmittees and national conmm ttees on radiation standards

used 100 mllirem nunber, which they said was a safe |evel
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to decontam nate to. And that's been used in standards, but

we | ooked at it in terns of when you deconm ssion, you could
have ot her sources of radioactivity. So we divided it by
four, and that's how we canme up with the 25. So we did that
part of it. There could be other synergistic effects. [|I'm
not --you know, | can't speak to that.

MR. CAMERON. Ckay. Did you want to follow up on
t hat, Jen?

M5. KOTO Especially considering that you can't
speak to that, and there are natural sources of radiation
varying fromarea to area, as well as the toxic waste. |
think it's very vital to--to go site-specific.

MR. FELDVAN. Let me just--clarification: the 25
mlliremis above the background radiation. It's in
addition--it's the distinction between background radiation
and anything additional. So if you have other sites with
additional radioactivity as a background radi ati on that
doesn't affect the 25 mllirem That's--because that's
there as natural occurrence. Just like you go to a
greenfield. |If you went to a greenfield, before you
started, you had a background radi ation. Now you have built
a plant and you want to decomm ssion it, and you have sone

residual, but it's above background. And so the 25 mllirem
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is a nunber that is above background.

M5. KOTG Yes, but there are sone sites that
al ready have hi gher degrees of background radi ation, so
that's anot her reason that a sites-specific decomm ssioning
is very necessary. Thank you.

MR. CAMERON. Ckay, before we go back out, and |
know t hat Catherine has a statenent that she's going to read
to us before the night is over, but there were a couple of,
you know, inportant things that | think should be clarified
that come out of sonething that G enn started us off with
t oni ght .

Becky went through the purpose of the PSDAR
A enn was asking earlier about when was the public get an
opportunity in this process to--it wasn't to do sonething
meani ngful , but when is the public going to be listened to,
and you were focusing on intervention--adjudicatory hearing.
But Becky pronpted on the fact that in the PSDAR one of the
things that the licensee--that the |icensee has to provide
is sonething that enables the NRC to see if the
environnmental inpacts are within whatever is in the generic
envi ronnmental inpact statenment. And | guess ny question to
the NRC is that when we go out and do a PSDAR neeting with

the public, and the public says, we don't think that the
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impacts on this type are within the generic environnental

i npact statenent. You know, that's a conment that the NRC
is going to be required to consider, and |I'd guess I'd |ike
sone affirmation of that for people; but al so--how wll
peopl e in the public know -have any idea about whether a
site-specific inmpact is going to be within the envel ope of
t he generic environnental inpact statement. |In other words,
is the public going to be provided information that the
| i censee provides on what the environnental inpacts are? So
is that Steve, then Dino. Do you have the tinme to know.

MR LEWS: Let ne try sonething. And this is |ike
a lawer trying to describe that NRR s going to go through
But | did have sone involvenent in counseling themon it, so
"1l take a crack at it. W wll--earlier there was
menti on, Becky mentioned an inspection procedure--in
general, we are noving. W have | think currently a
tenporary instruction. Forget about the terms. Those are
bureaucratic terns. It doesn't matter. The point is that
we're trying to put on paper so that it is clear to our
per sonnel who have to execute this function what they need
to do when they go out at the tine of reviewing the PSDAR to
probe into the meani ngful ness of the PSDAR. PSDAR is not a

| engt hy docunent. Just reviewing the PSDAR by itself would
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not take a know edgeabl e staff nenber very long. W do not

require it to be extensive. W do not require it to be one
thing or the other. W just--we lay out certain things in
50.82 that it needs to address.

But the idea behind our inspection guidance is
that the environmental specialist who goes out and is doing
basically we'll call it an inspection. |It's going be in an
i nspection report. That's one thing | wanted to say is
eventual ly--1"mstating nyself very poorly. Eventually is
not a very--is not what I'mtrying to indicate.
The- - sonmebody fromthe NRC headquarters office, who is an
envi ronnmental specialist, will go out and will |look into the
records; will probe behind the statenents and concl usi ons
made in the PSDAR that for that particular site what the
licensee is proposing to do is within the bounds of
previ ously consi dered environnental inpacts.

MR. CAMERON. That's this point, right?

MR. WAGNER: Exactly, and will wite up his or her
conclusions and that will be presented publicly; it will be
in an inspection report. And | think that we are learning a
ot fromthese neetings because one of the things that you
correctly recogni zed, denn, was that the Comm ssion, when

it adopted the 1996 rul e on decomm ssioning, was of the view
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that a generic environnmental inpact statenent approach coul d

be used as a significant contributor to nmaking the
determ nations that need to be nmade, even site-specific
determ nations. However, it didn't say that the generic
envi ronnment al inpact statenment would provide all of the
information. By any neans, it also said that all of the
site-specific environnental anal yses and statenents and
reports, evaluations would have to be consi dered.

So, | nmean, | really do think that that's an area
in which the Comm ssion is very nmuch interested in hearing
what people's views are about how much we can, in fact,
fulfill our m ssion through the generic process and how nuch
has to be site-specific.

MR. CAMERON. Ckay. Steve, thank you for talking
about how the NRC is going to look at that. That should
gi ve sone assurance to people. | guess that other point,

t hough, is that in relationship to that |ast bullet, and,
Dino, I'mgoing to go over to you on this or the rel ated

i ssues, where does the public get to recormmend to the

Comm ssion or provide advice to the Comm ssion on that | ast
point. And what types of information would be available to
the public so that they are able to nmake points |ike that.

D no?
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MR. SCARLETTI: Dino Scarletti, fromthe NRC. As

Steve just said, we will do our environnmental assessnent of
t he PSDAR and the statenments that the |icensee has nmade in
the PSDAR to conpare the inpacts of decommi ssioni ng agai nst
those inpacts that were identified in the operating |icense
of the final environmental statenent as well as the generic
envi ronnental statenment. Those will be nade publicly
avai l able. We briefly discuss themat the time of the post
shut - down deconmi ssioning activities report. W report at
public neeting. W do the evaluation before the public
nmeeting. Now, granted, in the past, that the--and we're
trying to inprove our inspection report in within our letter
to a licensee, identifying what found. This letter has

al ways gone out before the neetings. So--but--we're trying
to inprove that and resources, the state has been pushing
us, and we're doing better. And we will eventually get into
the formwhere we will have the--report out well before the
peopl e in the neeting.

Now, there--we--I"mwth the NRC, and if the
public or a group has a concern, as you well know, there's
al ways the nmechanismof witing a letter. And | have never
known of an instance where we have not responded--sonetinmes

begrudgi ngly, but we have responded. And we always wll,
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and that's our policy. So it's that information, it's

al ways the course of action you can take. But--

MR. CAMERON. Ckay, | just, and we'll go back out,
if you want to say anything about this, but I just wanted to
make sure that people understood that the PSDAR process is
not totally devoid of an opportunity for public influence,
and the other thing that |I just wanted to clarify, again
related to a point that G enn raised, is when Becky was
goi ng through the steps in ternms of |icense term nation, she
went to termnation of the license. This--before the
license can be termnated, there is an opportunity, as Steve
poi nted out earlier, for an adjudicatory hearing on whether
the Iicense should be termnated. |In other words, did the
utility really nmeet the requirenents. So | think that we
need to understand that before that |icense can be
term nated, there is an opportunity for people to intervene
on that license term nation, okay? So questions, comrents.
Scott, you want to hear again?

M5. CARROLL: Now, the--had thought that--discussed
that tal ks cheap. Now the NRC has answered every single
thing I've ever said, but it's not like I'm you know, think
they're going to say. So one of the things |I mght be

m shearing, but inform ng the public of what you're thinking
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and really being open to the public saying, well, we're

really not confortable with that. I'msorry | wasn't paying
attention to the last four years, but now |I'm paying
attention, and | don't think I can live with this, and ny
children and ny children's children.

So | think that whatever you create, and unl ess
you're snowing ne |'mhearing that it does have sone
open-ended stuff. | nean, we think they're actually
creating a docunent that has a site-specific conponent. |'m
hearing that. | think it should include a citizens' word,
or sone sort of citizen participation as an official or of
the process at the end.

Now, one of the things that's really buggi ng ne,
because |i ke we--by the way, we're an all vol unteer group.
| don't know where, but why don't | just |eave this, because
Cher nobyl --we work on the bonb factory that's near us. W
work on foreign level. W're working on nuclear. | want to
say that it's not possible to have a dunp programin this
country; that the way we've been approaching it is
unacceptable to environnentalists. So it is our business to
bl ock every single dunp proposal, because it all cones from
this mnd set that we're going to put it in here. W're

going to bury it over. And we're going to pretend that it's
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not going to get ground water, or we're going to pretend

that it's not going to get in the Colorado River. W're
going to pretend that while you're dunping at Yucca Muntain
repository. So ny mnd set is there will be no dunps unl ess
sonet hi ng changes in the approach that's been taken by the
powers that be towards the dunps.

That means we're not going to let this dunp go
away fromthose sites. Now, one thing that's just kind of
crazy is, you know, we got to think about this. And we've
roomto cut that. W got no other conditions--we'll be
here. And we got no other conditions. So it kind of blows
my mnd that we try and pin this down, and it's such an
enor nous beast.

| "ve al ways t hought about this with the mnd set
that there wouldn't be dunps, because we've got plenty, and
they did cite and suggest their religion to make nore
contam nated sites. So | had thought there would be quite a
| ongstandi ng | egacy in the 100 plus communities that host
t hese reactors.

And so, you know, an inportant conponent that this
is atim to close down the business has been, for ne, how
do we enpower the community to Ilive and work and farm and

forget that they are living with this legacy. So it occurs
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to me that there has to be a trust fund set up, too. There

has to be sone really interesting, new ground nmade in
ant hropol ogy and thinking forward. | nean, this is out
there. W'd like to figure out what nunber?

So that needs to be considered here--a body of
citizens that are enpowered as best in handling utilities
and regul atory authorities to renenber forever. | worried
about whether they'll be enough noney. And | don't think
your generic environnmental wll take care of that.

MR. CAMERON. Ckay, thank you very much, d enn.

Wiy don't we shift gears a little bit and |et
Cat herine read her statement. And, Catherine, you can cone
up here if that's nore confortable for you. You just
i ntroduce yourself for the record.

M5. MTCHELL: |'m Catherine Mtchell with the Blue
Ri dge Environnental Defense League. W have four
recommendations we'd |like to nake tonight for the proposed
suppl emrent for the generic environnental inpact statenent.

First of all, nuclear power plan deconm ssioni ng
must result in no additional exposures of the public to
ionizing radiation. Deconmm ssioning nmust, therefore, a:
either return the plant site to background radiation |evel

whi ch existed at the time of the original plant |license. O
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i f deconmi ssioning activities cannot occur w thout public

exposure, plant sites nmust be nonitored w thout reactor

di smantl ement until the point at which cooling is sufficient
to allow reactor dismantlenent with no additional public
exposur e.

Nurmber two, the NRC nust not be allowed to
recal i brate and redefine background radiation | evels which
gi ve nucl ear power plants and other nuclear facilities an
incentive to--an incentive, rather--to emt higher |evels of
radi onucl i des and which raise the level of risk to expose
popul ati ons both at the plant sites and secondary exposure
pat hways i ncl udi ng downwi nd, down stream and transport
conmuni ti es.

I n other words, the NRC cannot sinply change the
definition of background radiation to include the effects of
nucl ear plant regul ar operations, accidents, such as Three
Ml e Island and Chernobyl, and activities such as nucl ear
weapons testing.

Nurmber three, the NRC nmust not |icense additional
at reactor activities, which would increase decomi ssi oni ng
hazards, including |license extensions, which would
concentrate radi onuclide contam nation at the plant sites.

And b, the use of plutoniumfuel, which would increase the
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radi oactivity level fromboth the use of fresh plutonium

fuel and waste fuel storage.

The reopening of the generic environnental inpact
statenent on decomm ssioning is an attenpt by the Nucl ear
Regul at ory Conmi ssion to codify changes whi ch woul d nunber
one, reduce liability for the nuclear industry, and nunber
2, increase environnental damage and public health risks
from cl osed nucl ear reactors.

Two exanpl es provide anple insight into this
project. Nunber one, the Yankee Row Nucl ear power reactor
was di smantl ed after cessation of power production. The
cl osure occurred with no published decomm ssioning plan, and
utilized nethods which did not adequately control releases
of radioactivity or toxic chemcals to plant workers and the
general public.

At Sequoi a Fuels' Uranium Conversion facility,
General Atomics, this is nunber two, created a shel
corporation with no assets and transferred the site to the
new entity. The ground water at the Gore, Cklahoma site now
has a hi gher concentration of Uraniumthan nost U aniumore
on the open nmarket today.

There is no noney to clean up radi oactive

contam nation at a site that threatens people in a | arge
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area of Okl ahoma today. Furthernore, the contam nation is

bound to get worse because of waters--of wastes--pardon
me--of waste buried on the site, and the State of Okl ahoma
is left to clean up the process. The worst exanpl es of
nucl ear decomr ssioning in the nation--Sequoia Fuels and
Yankee Row are the precedents which NRCis nowtrying to
turn into a generic formula for future deconm ssioning.

The NRC grants a |license to nuclear power reactors
for a period of 40 years. The licensee can seek to renew
the operating license of the plant for another 20 years, or
can cease operations for and begin the deconmm ssioning the
process. A condition for an operating license requires the
licensee to commt to deconmm ssioning the nucl ear plant
after it ceases power operations. This requirenent is based
on the need to ensure public health and safety and the
protection of the environnent. Title 10 of the Code of
Federal Regul ati ons defines decomm ssioning as the renoval
of a facility fromservice, reduction of residua
radioactivity to a level that permts termnation of the NRC
license, and the release of the site to unrestricted use;

t hat means buil di ngs, equi pnment, soil, ground water and
surface water woul d be affected by the operation of a

facility which utilizes radionuclides. Decomi ssioning
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shoul d i nvol ved the dismantling of radioactive conponents

and the decontam nation of the site environment. The
nmet hods we' ve al ready di scussed earlier, and | won't
reiterate that for this meeting tonight.

Fol |l owi ng the conpl etion of the adopted
decomi ssi oni ng process and the issuance of the |license
term nation, the reactor operator and the Nucl ear Regul atory
Commi ssion termnate all custodial care. Help then in
environnment liability and regul atory oversight. There are a
growi ng nunber of public concerns with regard to the
i npl enentation of the GEIS for decomm ssioning of these
reactors.

Now t he NRC continues to downplay the public and
envi ronnmental risks associated with decomm ssi oni ng through
a nunber of potentially false assunptions nmade by this
generic environnmental inpact statenent. These assunptions
nmust be addressed and the true risk discovered before any
further generic considerations are inplenented.

One of these assunptions, as stated by the NRC, is
that decommi ssioning is not an inm nent health and safety
problem In fact, upon cessation of power, the NRC pulls
its on-site inspectors fromthe reactor site, constituting a

degraded | evel of regul atory oversight. Sone
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decommi ssi oni ng operations conducted by |icensees, as in the

case of the Yankee Row Nucl ear Power Station, have spread
radi oactive hot particles fromcontam nated areas into
previ ously uncontanm nated areas, potentially introducing
transportation and contam nation off site--area notels,
wat er supplies, that kind of situation.

A second assunption is that it is not expected
that any significant environnental inpacts will result from
decommi ssi oni ng; therefore, a current 10 CFR 51 needs to be
anended to delete the mandatory ERI'S requirenment for
decommi ssi oni ng power reactors. An EIS may still be needed,
but this should be based on site-specific factors.

Well, the finding of no significant inpact may not
be made wi thout a thorough analysis and an environnent al
assessnment. Experience indicates that environnmental inpacts
will result fromdecomm ssioning activities. The
di smantling and shipment of highly radioactive reactor parts
and contai nment structures, i.e. decomm ssioning, would
plainly put the community and the workers at ri sk.

Shi pnments of a reactor contai nment vessel from
Vernont Yankee to the Barnwell |owlevel radioactive waste
site did expose people living along transport routes to

radi ati on. The Blue Ridge Environnental Defense League
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docunented this during the rail shipnents conducted by the

utility in 1998.

Anot her assunption -- technol ogy for
decommi ssi oni ng nuclear facilities is well in hand and can
be perforned safely and at reasonabl e cost.

This is not in evidence since Yankee Rowe has
retracted its license termnation plan and did not receive a
license term nati on approval based on the issue of residual
radi ati on standards for the nuclear power station cleanup.
Clearly, no deconm ssioning process is conplete without an
i n-pl ace nucl ear waste managenent pl an.

Low | evel nuclear waste sites around the country
are | eaking, and new sites are becom ng even nore difficult
to site and to |icense.

Hi gh-1evel nuclear waste site characterization and
i censing schedul es continue to slip as the only site under
consi deration, Yucca Muntain, presents unresolved
t echnol ogi cal probl ens.

No further action on the generic environnental
i npact statenment of decomm ssioning should go forward until
the NRC and the Environnental Protection Agency have cone to
an agreenent through a nenorandum of understandi ng regardi ng

what |evels of residual radiation will be permtted for the
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term nation of the |icense.

Currently, the NRC and EPA are in disagreenent.
The NRC advocates a standard of 25 to 500 millirem per year;
the EPA sets the standard at 4 to 15 before a site is
rel eased for unrestricted public use.

The current decomm ssioning environnental inpact
stat enent does not | ook beyond the reactor site boundary for
areas of radiological renmediation. The NRC and the utility
shoul d be hel d responsi bl e for any cl eanup operations that
extend beyond the site perineters as the result of
contam nation that m grates through ground and surface
wat er, tracking of particles as the result of
decommi ssi oni ng procedures, plasma cutting of radiated
conponents, et cetera, or the mgration of contam nated
materials off site, such as tools, construction bl ocks,
soil, et cetera.

Thank you for the opportunity to present the
remar ks and we plan to submt further conments before the
15t h, July 15th deadli ne.

MR. CAMERON. COkay. Thank you very rmuch
Kat heri ne.

kay. Are there other conmments or questions for

the NRC at this tine before we concl ude?
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SPEAKER: Thank you. Can you conceive of the

possibility of insuring the site? 1Is it even insurable?

MR. CAMERON. You understand that question, Steve.
You |l ook like -- Steve? Dino? | don't want to put the onus
on Steve, but anybody want to tackle that one?

MR, SCALETTI: 1'mnot sure. Tell ne what you
have in m nd when you say insuring the site because then
m ght - -

SPEAKER: Earlier, denn spoke to a trust fund and
noney necessary for cleanup after you have washed your hands
of each individual site, and I thought of the situation we
would be in if you were required to insure by an insurance
policy on each site to handl e any upcom ng epi sodes, any
upcom ng glitches, health problens.

MR. CAMERON. Di no, can you address how t he
funding works in relationship to that?

MR. SCALETTI: Okay. | think -- | want to make
sure that we're tal king about the sane thing. W're talking
about at the tine of |license term nation?

SPEAKER: Beyond the tine of |icense term nation.

MR. SCALETTI: No, but | nmean -- okay. Al right.

SPEAKER: Upon license term nation.

MR, SCALETTI: GCkay. Well, the regulations --
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there is -- 1 don't know whether insurance is the right term

to use for it or not, but the licensee is required to
establish a fund -- | think it's basically a trust fund --
for nonitoring and nai ntenance of the site. You know, |ike
if it's an engi neered di sposal nethod of sone type, for

nmoni toring the mai ntenance of that.

The licensee -- | think the |icensee is required
to do that because we don't necessarily assunme that the
licensee as an entity is going to continue to exist forever
into the future -- in fact many of themdon't exist now
under deregulation. But it is required that there be not
only the engineered features, but also certain controls
dependi ng on whether or not we go restricted or unrestricted
rel ease.

SPEAKER: It's only for the case of restricted
rel ease where the additional nonetary funds are. Cbviously
if it's unrestricted release, then that's the end of the
story as far as we're concerned. |If it's restricted
rel ease, then there are restrictions that have to be in
pl ace and those restrictions have to be nuaintained and
nmonitoring has to be continued, et cetera, to the extent
that it was determ ned when that |license was term nated. So

noni es are set aside for that purpose. That's the trust
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fund.

MR. CAMERON. So that nay address sonme of the
probl ens.

SPEAKER  Sone of them

MR. CAMERON. But | think you' re probably al so
t hi nki ng about liability for any future harmthat cones
about in terns of a trust fund. Steve, | don't know if you
want to get into the thorny issue of tort |aw and what the
remedi es are for people on that and who mi ght be |iable, but
| think that that's part of Jan's concern about the use of a
trust fund to pay for these types of damages.

MR. LEWS: Has Chip correctly captured what you
were -- the additional thing you were getting at?

SPEAKER: At least part of it. | would like to
hear what you have to say about that, yes.

MR LEWS: Ckay. Well, one of the things that
the NRC i s undertaking rul emaking on is the question of when
Price Anderson coverage -- Price Anderson neani ng required
public liability coverage, insurance put up by the nuclear
utility industry and contributed by each power reactor
i censee -- when that term nates, can term nate, and al so
whet her it needs to be nmaintained at the same |evel as

during operation.
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So there will be rulemaking on that. |In fact,

rul emaki ng on that subject really went out as a draft
rul emaki ng for corment in 1998, | think, but it's now been
put into a matri x where there are about five different
subj ects of concern when a plant shuts down.

Once there is no longer fuel on the site, on the
10 CFR Part 50 site licensed by the NRC, there is no | onger
a requirenment under the statute, Atom c Energy Act, for
Price Anderson coverage.

So | think that in the case of restricted
rel eases, which is really the new devel opnent that we put
out in 1997, and where we | ooked at that, there would be the
need for sonmeone to fund, to pre-fund for nonitoring and
mai nt enance, there, we have required funds to be put up.

In other situations where we will make -- you
know, woul d make the determ nation that the site can be
rel eased for unrestricted use, that's the NRC s view, that,
at that point, there is no public health and safety risk
such that the kind of insurance that was previously required
woul d still be required.

So | hope that answers sonet hing.

SPEAKER:  Ckay.

MR. CAMERON. COkay. And | think we heard your
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reconmendati on on that.

Do we have anything el se?

SPEAKER: Whuld you be willing to build NRC
bui l dings on top of the sites?

MR. CAMERON. She asked would you be willing to
buil d your NRC buildings on top of the site.

MR LEWS: Yes. You know, | -- these kinds of
guestions -- in general, as a citizen, ny attitude about any
of these kinds of things is whenever anybody wants to do
anything close to ny house, | go out to the neetings and |
ask a lot of questions. And | don't -- you know, | don't
just roll over about it.

So | guess you're asking ne question sort of as a
citizen, because | can't -- I"'mnot -- you know, | really

can't answer it the other way, but as a citizen, any tine

anybody wants to do sonething near where | |ive or near
where ny famly lives or anything, | always have a | ot of
guesti ons.

MR. CAMERON. Ckay. Do you have one nore?
SPEAKER:  Yes. Just a statement, that with al
the exceptions that |1've heard that will be considered from
site to site under a GEIS, it sounds like we're not really

generic and maybe we ought to just drop the G
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MR. CAMERON. Okay. Thank you. | think that

reaffirms a comment that d enn nmade earlier, and | thank
Becky for trying to at |least give us an idea about what the
nmet hodol ogy is. But it just underscores the need to really
denonstrate that that is a viable nethodology in view of the
poi nts that have been rai sed.

Anybody el se have anything to say before we cl ose
up tonight?

| would just like to thank you personally and from
the NRC s view for comng out and taking the time, not only
t he individuals, but the organizations that sent you, and
al so our sister agency, Paul and EPA. Life is so hectic
these days that it takes a real conmtnment to conme out for
-- you know, to even cone out. So we really appreciate
t hat .

| guess | would ask Dino as the project manager --
Di no, do you want to say anything before we close, any final
wor ds?

MR SCALETTI: The information sheet out there has
my e-mail that we use specifically for this project and ny
phone nunber is there also, an 800-nunber.

MR. CAMERON:.  You know, seriously, these NRC

people are very, very commtted to doing their job, and when
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they say if you need information or you want to talk to cal

them | nean, call them That's sonething they're there
for.

MR. SCALETTI: W are setting up a website, and

hopefully within two weeks we'll have a website that all the
transcripts will be on. So we'll have that, and once we get
it set up, people have signed up at these neetings, | wll

send out notification for what it is and howto get to it.
MR. CAMERON. Ckay. Thank you.
MR. SCALETTI: Thank you.
MR. CAMERON. Thanks, Stephen.
[ Wher eupon, at 9:28 p.m, the neeting was

concl uded. ]



